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representatives did not participate in TCC meetings; however, the team did
not make recommendations concerning this matter because participation
by FRA and RSPA staff had improved considerably during the audit
period.

DOT has indicated satisfaction with the actions taken by TCC in
response to the audit recommendations and those of NTSB. These re-
sponses included development of computerized records of tank car repairs,
guidelines for the development of quality control programs at tank car
fabrication and repair shops, and changes in the membership structure of
the TCC to ensure greater participation by members from all the repre-
sented industries. NTSB has also indicated satisfaction with the responses
of DOT and AAR, closing most of its recommendations regarding the
TCC. One NTSB recommendation that has not been fully addressed
concerns DOT's efforts to clarify the approval responsibilities of the TCC.
Although the audit report provided a general review of the nature and
scope of the approval authorities, it does not contain explicit and detailed
explanations of the authorities as requested by NTSB.

Other open NTSB recommendations include suggestions that DOT
restrict the use of "grandfather" provisions that exempt some tank cars
from new safety-related requirements,7 that it establish stronger require-
ments for testing the structural condition of in-service tank cars (NTSB
1992), and that it consider the environmental and potential human health
effects of materials when assigning them to tank cars and other types of
packaging (NTSB 1991). DOT is currently addressing these concerns in
rulemaking (Federal Register 1993a; Federal Register 1993b).

Besides NTSB, several other bodies and organizations have examined
issues pertaining to tank car safety. Congress has considered the adequacy
of laws and regulations governing the shipment by tank car of materials
harmful to the environment and human health. Congressional interest in
this subject increased following the 1991 release of a herbicide from a tank
car into the Sacramento River in California, causing extensive ecological
damage and economic impacts.8 In congressional hearings, railroad labor
representatives also raised concerns about the potential adverse effects of
tank car releases on the long-term health and safety of rail workers.9 Some
industry groups have also questioned the adequacy of regulations govern-
ing the shipment of environmentally sensitive chemicals. AAR, for in-
stance, has noted the high cost of cleaning up and treating spills involving
these materials, many of which are subject to minimal DOT packaging
restrictions (Barkan at al. 1991).

During the past 5 years, the General Accounting Office (GAO) issued
several reports recommending that FRA and RSPA collect better haz-
ardous materials incident data, especially for use in deploying enforcement
resources to high-risk aspects of hazardous materials transportation (GAO